Abstract: This article analyses how Kurdish diaspora (from Turkey) engage in deTurkification, that is correcting, interrupting and shedding the intense Turkification and assimilation which Kurds have been recipients of in Turkey. As 'everyday critical discourse analysts' Kurdish mobilized actors identify, challenge and ideologically unpack the Turkishness manifest in their (Kurdish) interlocutors' discourses via three means: inclusion, exclusion and repositioning. The article also identifies that self-definition amongst Kurds in London is shifting as previously self-identified 'Turkish economic migrants' over time become 'Kurdish diaspora'. Rather than examining the often-discussed belonging ties of diasporas, it traces the critical interruptions and corrections Kurdish actors undertake in order to de-Turkify. The focus is on how an identity is being shed, rather than gained. In so doing, the article contributes to an understanding of the process of removal of asymmetric discourses 2 rather than attempting to demonstrate their production or reproduction which have tended to dominate the critical discourse analysis literature.
have examined the empowerment, inclusion and informal diasporic political spaces which Palestinians create.
Works on diasporic groups have also examined the discursive elements of their battling, including how they gain an identity, the 'ethnic entrepreneurial labouring' in which they engage (Demir, 2015) as well as their 'becoming', for example, the way in which Dersimi musicians Metin and Kemal Kahraman assume marginal identities 'through performing and narrating multiple selves' and thus challenging singular identities (Neyzi, 2002, p. 91) . However, transnationalism literature has, on the whole, omitted an examination of the way in which diasporic groups engage in discursive battles in order to shed ethnopolitical identities brought from home. This article aims to fill this lacuna in the literature by examining what I call the de-Turkification struggles of diasporic Kurds in London. I aim to reveal how, in order to salvage and reconstruct Kurdishness in diaspora, Kurdish diasporic brokers have engaged in 'correcting' the intense Turkification and assimilation which Kurds have been recipients of in Turkey. I aim to go beyond a mere analysis of how Kurdish transnational actors make claims for Kurdish rights and express their desire for the recognition of their ethnic identity, and instead keep attention and focus on how they propagate de-Turkification at the discursive level. As such the main battle I summarized below is more about unlearning Turkification rather than learning Kurdishness per se. In so doing, the article aims to contribute to the burgeoning field of Kurdish studies as well as the literature on discursive ethno-political battling which diasporas undertake.
Turkification has been a central aspect of the nation-building process in Turkey. As such it has involved various strategies of inclusion and exclusion. As has been discussed elsewhere (e.g. Aktar, 2010; Bozarslan, 2007; Cagaptay, 2006; Demir, 2014; Deringil, 2003; Houston, 2009; White, 1999; Yeğen, 2007; Zeydanlıoğlu, 2008) , central to Turkification was the creation and incitement of a dominant, dignified and noble Turkish identity and state out of the ashes of the Ottoman Empire. The latter's fall was associated with its heterogeneous ethnic and religious character. The Turkish nation-building project thus aspired not only for westernization, but also for centralization, secularism and homogenization, all serving its desire to become a cohesive, pure, strong, 'civilized' modern European state. In this process, many non-Turks were seen as 'Turks to become' and thus were subjected to immense assimilation, that is, Turkification efforts. Kurdish identity and others (Oran, 2004) suffered as a result of these efforts. Those who challenged this homogeneity were silenced or brutally erased.
In this process, the discourse of backwardness of certain groups, for example those from the east (i.e. the Kurds), and the westerness and greatness of Turks became dominant and was reproduced by state propaganda, elites, school books, media and so forth. As a result of this hierarchical ordering of the two dominant ethnicities in Turkey, Turkishness emerged as the dignified, noble and desirable efendi (master) identity and Kurdishness was either erased or was replaced by, and delegated to, easternness and backwardness. This legacy of nation building in Turkey, its strategies of inclusion and exclusion, and especially Turkification was aimed at the Kurds of Turkey and systematic attempts were made to 'Turkify' them. Othering and stigmatization occurred through the assumed demand for Kurds to adjust and buy into Turkishness. The Turkification of Kurds as part and parcel of state policy was not unique to the earlier history of the republic. It has persisted and was reinforced via the military coups in Turkey. It included an orientalist and belittling depiction of Kurds, the trivialization of recent and historical Kurdish suffering, and the erasure of massacres that Kurds have suffered from historical accounts. In 2009 limited gestures in the form of 'democratic reforms' 2 aimed to ease some of the restrictions on freedom of expression and on the cultural and linguistic rights of non-Turks in Turkey. However such reforms have not sought to challenge or alter the hierarchic ordering of ethnicities, namely the efendi positioning of Turkishness vis-à-vis its others (e.g. Kurdishness). Kurdish ethnic identity
continues to be persecuted and denied. 3 There is also an intensification of anti-Kurdish sentiment expressed in the media and amongst the wider public (e.g. Saraçoğlu, 2010) . The de-Turkification strategies of the Kurdish transnational actors I discuss below should therefore be understood in the context of this historical erasure Kurds have suffered, and continue to suffer, in Turkey.
Kurdish Diaspora in London
As has been identified before (Griffiths, 2000) Çelik, 2003 and 2005; van Bruinessen, 1996) .
In other words, even though many would have suffered exclusions in Turkey as a result of the ways in which ethnic, sectarian and economic divisions reinforce each other, a direct involvement with the Kurdish struggle in Turkey has not always been at the centre of the priorities of Kurdish Londoners. The arrival of mobilized Kurds in London transnationalized the struggle and instigated many Kurds in London to follow the anti-assimilationist struggles 
Methods
Critical discourse analysts focus on 'how discourse is shaped by relations of power and ideologies, and the constructive effects discourse has upon social identities, social relations and systems of knowledge' (Fairclough, 1992, p. 12) . Investigating critically how discourses 'encode prejudice', and how inequality is 'expressed, constituted, legitimized and so on by language use' (Wodak, 2001, p. 2) have been concerns at the forefront of critical discourse
Support for the People's Democratic Party (HDP) in London is impressive, as exemplified in elections. Whilst this pro-Kurdish party struggled hard not to fall below the 10% overall threshold in Turkey, securing 13% (in June 2015) and 11% (in November 2015), HDP won 60% (in June 2015) and 55% (in November 2015) of the votes of citizens of Turkey in London. The support for HDP in London is significant. 7 Leggewie (1996) argued that in Germany many self-identified 'Turks' became self-identified 'Kurds', not selfidentified 'Germans'.
analysts. For example, Teun van Dijk (2008) and Ruth Wodak (2014) have carried out influential research on the ideology and discourse of racism, nationalism, prejudice and discrimination. Fairclough (1992) has shown the social importance of language and how changes in language are related to wider social and cultural changes. Discourses of institutions and the media have therefore heavily featured in the work of critical discourse analysts. Increasing awareness of 'specific cases of injustice, prejudice, and misuse of power' then has been one of the main objectives of much of critical discourse analysis (Bloor & Bloor, 2007, p. 12) .
As a consequence, however, debate in the field of critical discourse analysis has tended to focus on sexist, racist, nationalist and non-democratic forms of language and language use. Attention has been given to the study of discourses which reveal or indicate asymmetries, for example asymmetries between women and men. As Fairclough (1992, By undertaking semi-structured interviews I was able to explore the community members' attitudes, views and experiences regarding the discursive struggles, especially the 'corrections' and the 'interruptions' they employed, including the resistance they faced when doing so. My aim was to uncover how Kurdish brokers convey Kurdishness, Kurdish struggle and rebellion to other 'less political' Kurds, focusing on their discursive battles in the form of de-Turkification. In my analysis of the interviews, I also used critical discourse analysis methods and attempted to uncover what types of corrections they used, how and why they interrupted, when they chose to interrupt and when to stay silent as well as how they gave meaning to the resistance they faced when they were attempting to de-Turkify the less assertive and politically aware members of their community. Recruitment was facilitated through collaborations with existing gatekeepers and various Kurdish community networks. A semi-structured interview guide was prepared though a review of existing literature, and with the research aims in mind. Interviews usually lasted about an hour. In this study, saturation was reached after 90 interviews when no new themes were identified. Emergent themes and trends which addressed 'de-Turkification' at the discursive level were identified.
Findings
As quite a few of my interviewees highlighted, most diasporic Kurds in London are (as Kurds in Turkey) perfectly aware of the fact that they are Kurds. However, they would not have necessarily asserted a politicized collective identity around Kurdishness, even in diaspora. For example, many would not necessarily call themselves Kurds, or would self-identify as Alevi (their religion) or would emphasize their town (e.g. Elbistan) over being Kurdish. By focusing on Kurdish brokers' engagement with the less ethno-politically aware members of the Kurdish community in London, I trace below the critical discursive interruptions Kurdish brokers undertake, including the difficulties they encounter when faced with the task of attempting to shed an identity and ideology Kurds brought from home, namely Turkishness.
Inclusion of Language: 'I am Kurdish but I speak Turkish'
One way in which brokers engaged in de-Turkification was through the assertion of 'being Kurdish, but speaking Turkish'. As with other nation-building projects, one of the central tenets of the modern Turkish republic, and its Turkification strategy, was a unified language.
Strongly influenced by the discourse of modernity, the Enlightenment as well as the romantic nationalist movements of Europe, the Kemalist cadres of the new republic embarked upon the Turkish nation-building project and introduced a top-down, elite-led transformation and a regime of reforms. One of these was the Language Revolution (Dil Devrimi) of 1928. This not only replaced Arabic letters with the Latin alphabet, but, along with other reforms and institutions of the republic, had at its heart the aim of ensuring that all citizens, through a common language, would consider themselves as Turkish. Speaking languages other than Turkish was heavily criticized and banned (Bayir, 2013) and minority names (of people and places) were Turkified (Uçarlar, Derince, & Coşkun, 2011) . '[T]o change the mother tongue of the Kurds and make Turkish their mother tongue' became a central tenet of the official state policy (Skutnabb-Kangas & Bucak, 1994, p. 362) . This deliberate erasure of a language has been referred to as 'linguicide' (e.g. Skutnabb-Kangas & Bucak, 1994; Zeydanlıoğlu, 2012) .
Suppression of the Kurdish language, as well as assimilation strategies in Turkey mean that Turkish is not only used extensively by ordinary Kurds in London, but 'somewhat ironically, Turkish is often the common language of Kurdish political mobilization' (Houston, 2004, p. 412 I'm not happy with that either. We don't refer to the Irish in London as 'English-speaking community'. We refer to them as Irish. I don't see why the language we speak is being used to define us rather than our ethnicity. That's not how the census in Britain works. The council (belediyedekiler) should stop using that too.
One interviewee told the story of how, on his way to a pro-Kurdish demonstration with his friends, someone approached him and asked: 'Are you Turkish?' as a shorthand for seeing if she could join them and follow them to the nearby demonstration in Haringey. Frustrations and interruptions followed the not too dissimilar stories other brokers told. Critical yet engaging, and what some of the respondents called 'winning', discursive responses had to be thought through as there was, at times, resistance shown to these corrections and interruptions. and it has been used as a shorthand for Kurds who are construed as the carriers of these socalled primitive and backward attributes. Today, a 'dazzling array of narratives and images of the "East" for public consumption' are also plentiful on Turkish television and melodramas (Öncü, 2011) . Most Kurdish brokers I interviewed said that they engaged in corrections when they came across the use of this word by others. The three quotes below are succinct examples:
Exclusion of Regional
We were having breakfast. My nieces were using it [doğulu] to describe a guy they didn't like at work. They found him crude and unpleasant. They were speaking in English but I could spot the Turkish 'doğulu' dropped in time to time. I said to them 'This is a word which is used to denigrate Kurds. Do you know you become the oppressor if you use the oppressor's language?' Never heard them use it again. (Male 47)
In Haringey I also heard Kurds calling other Kurds doğulu. If it is someone I know, I won't just say they should not use it, I will tell them why they should not. The second generation understand it well as at school they are drilled not to use racist language. But there is then the job of teaching them that some of the Turkish words they are using are also racist, for example Doğulu not only avoids uttering the word Kurd, but also assigns and locks Kurds to an eternal 'primitive' and 'backward' state of affairs. It has become a shorthand for the perennial portrayal of Kurdish people in Turkey as belonging to pre-modernity, with 'uncivilized' habits and characteristics. As has been discussed in the literature (e.g. Deringil, 2003; Soğuk, 1993; Zeydanlıoğlu, 2008) Turkish nationalism and Turkification strategies ironically had a clear orientalist and Eurocentric discourse whereby Turks, as the bearers and carriers of civilization and progress, would spread it to primitive and backward peoples. As such, the ethnic background of these 'uncivilized' peoples did not need to be spelt out. Even though Kurds ceased to exist as a distinct ethnic group in official Turkish discourse, demeaning attributions still continued in the form of doğulu. Doğulu conveniently allows the characterization of a group of people in a belittling way without explicitly referring to their Kurdish ethnicity. It is seen as part and parcel of Turkification and is associated with the structural exclusions and inclusions of Turkish modernity and has come to be challenged by the Kurdish mobilization in Turkey. 8 It is therefore not unsurprising to see that when faced with its usage by Kurds in London, Kurdish brokers interrupt and engage in discursive corrections. In so doing they attempt to 'exclude' such regional ascriptions and thus reverse Gazi (1995) . Alevi Kurds are a minority within a minority in Turkey, a country which is majority Sunni, and majority Turkish. In London, however, the tables are turned: As the interviews identified, the sensitivity to language and culture Kurdish brokers showed arose perhaps less from their ethno-political drive for Kurdishness, and more because of their objection to the deployment of Turkified discourses. The battles they had to have with Turkification, an ideology Kurds brought from Turkey, were seen as burdensome and fraught.
Attempts to de-Turkify others' language arose from Kurdish brokers' awareness of the fact that patterns of domination and hegemony are sustained and reproduced via discursive practices, and unless challenged they become entrenched as truths. Brokers not only interrupted others, they also invited their Kurdish interlocutors to self-disrupt and self-query what they had learnt to say about themselves. Making other Kurds unlearn was no easy task.
Whilst they were well aware of the 'ignorance pact' some Turks held onto, and therefore could understand and make sense of (though perhaps not forgive) their lack of sensitivity and curiosity, Kurdish brokers divulged that getting Kurds to unlearn and de-Turkify was a challenging task, needing critical discursive interventions. Borrowing Spivak's terms (1999), I argue that they were 'unsanctioning ignorance', exposing the often subconscious and easily acquiesced patterns of Turkified discourses which diasporic Kurds had brought from home. In so doing, they were giving agency to the 'wrongdoers', outlawing omission and dismissing indifference to language.
Kurdish brokers were thus carrying out critical discursive analyses and 'heckling' as they were identifying, challenging and ideologically unpacking the Turkishness they came across in the discourses of other Kurds in everyday life. They were concerned, and thus challenged and corrected other Kurds, whether they be family members or other fellow Kurds.
As 'everyday critical discourse analysts', they identified and contested what they saw as the erasures and injustices sustained in and through language and expressions. Kurdish brokers also put into practice discursive strategies, for example they developed responses to the replies their interlocutors gave when they were corrected. A bashful 'it doesn't matter' reply was at times deployed by other Kurds, soon to be followed by only serves to further reproduce the dominance of the ethnic group who holds the upper hand.
Over time, they also developed pre-emptive interventions, having seen the recurring replies they were given.
What emerged from my interviews is also that stopping saying you are Turkish or doğulu when you are speaking in Turkish is extremely difficult. This is a process which requires many interruptions and corrections, and demands considerable work and labouring.
Kurdish brokers frequently attributed the utterance of a Turkified mode of thinking and speaking to a lack of political awareness and called it 'ağız alışkanlığı' which can be translated into English as 'habit of expression'. 9 Brokers understood 'habits of expression' sociologically, including the hegemonic structures and discourses which gave rise to habitual ways of talking. As Kurds gained more political awareness, such habits would wear off and fewer corrections would need to be made. Most Kurds, when explained the consequences of
their language, usually accepted that they should have been using non-Turkified language.
They were reported as being unaware of the political consequences of their discourses; but they were seen as receptive to 'unlearning'. Yet, as analysis of the brokers' discourses revealed, unless compatriot Kurds were corrected, such habits would continue.
When brokers were questioned whether it was really a 'habit' or, if it was in fact a sign of resistance to de-Turkification, it became clear that brokers attributed resistance to another group they called 'deniers'. The 'habits of expression' of those who were typically corrected are different to 'deniers'. 'Deniers' is a disparaging name, employed when referring to Kurds who actively negate their Kurdish identity or who are hostile to the Kurdish movement. As 'probationary white Turks', they actively and purposefully cherish and promote Turkishness. Political and social boundaries between Kurdish brokers and the 'deniers' in London are quite rigid. Meaningful political interaction between them is scarce, and ethno-political exchanges, on the rare occasions when they occur, are far more distraught, exposing the 'contextual limits and possibilities for activism', in this case of de-Turkification (Healey and Mulholland 1998, p. 23 
Abandoning Turkification but not Turkey
Another point of intervention the article makes is that whilst brokers are engaged in shedding Turkish ethnic identifiers, they do not necessarily aim to break or even loosen connections with Turkey. In other words, whilst there was reduced willingness to be identified as Turkish, doğulu or only as Alevi, yet there was continued willingness to be identified with Turkey.
Distancing was with Turkishness, not with Turkey. This also fits well with previous research which identified the homeland 'memleket' ties Kurds of London continue to have towards Turkey (Demir, 2012 
Conclusion
This article aimed to go beyond an analysis of how Kurdish actors in London make claims for Kurdish rights and express their desire for the recognition of their ethnic identity and instead explored the way in which mobilized Kurdish actors carry out de-Turkification at the discursive level. As I discussed above, the arrival of mobilized Kurds from Turkey enabled the links between the Kurds in Turkey and in London to be strengthened, allowing antiassimilationist struggles of the pro-Kurdish movement in Turkey to take hold in London.
Through such networks and links, Kurdish brokers are transnationalizing the Kurdish struggle, as self-identified 'Turkish economic migrants' over time become self-identified 'Kurdish diaspora'.
By focusing on Kurdish brokers' engagement with the less ethno-politically assertive members of the Kurdish community in London, the article traced the critical discursive interruptions Kurdish brokers undertake when they encounter Turkified discourses amongst the Kurds in London. I detected three types of de-Turkification strategies which Kurdish brokers employ: inclusion of language 'I am Kurdish but I speak Turkish'; exclusion of regional demeaning ascriptions 'We are not doğulu, we are Kurdish'; repositioning of religion 'We are not Alevis, but Alevi Kurds'. The article argued that Kurdish transnational actors are acting as 'everyday critical discourse analysts' as they identify and challenge as well as ideologically detect and unpack the Turkishness manifest in their interlocutors' discourses.
They interrupt and subvert conversations as well as correct the erasures and injustices they see being sustained in the discourses of politically less aware Kurds. A la Spivak, they unsanction ignorance, exposing and correcting acquiesced patterns of Turkified discourses, interrupting not only 'ignorant ignorance' but also 'learned ignorance ' (de Sousa Santos, 2009 ).
The article also discussed some of the responses and difficulties Kurdish brokers face when they engage in corrections. The offhand reply 'it doesn't matter [if you are Kurdish or Turkish]' which was at times deployed by corrected Kurds was soon responded to with an explanation of how indifference to language can further reproduce the dominance of the language and worldview of the powerful. Their diasporic struggles were not only with the home (Turkey) and the host nation (Britain) but also, and perhaps more importantly, with other fellow diasporic Kurds' Turkified discourses. This is because they were well aware not only of the ways in which existing hegemonic discursive practices can reproduce social reality and entrench hierarchic relations, but also of the important emancipatory role that discursive struggles can play in challenging relations and changing social reality. By focusing on such discursive struggles, the article draws attention to the ways in which actors work to remove asymmetric discourses. It thus contributes to the critical discourse analysis literature by shifting the discussion from the often-examined existence, production and reproduction of asymmetric and unequal discourses on to the work of brokers and activists who make use of critical interventions to achieve empowerment.
The article also indicates that Kurdish brokers are challenging the political and intellectual architecture of Turkish modernity at a distance. They are re-drawing the epistemological and ontological contours of not only Kurdishness, but also Turkishness, flattening differences and questioning the Turkish gaze. I anticipate that this aspect of their struggle will increase in the future and, and together with the Kurdish struggle in Rojava, its canton Kobane and elsewhere, will further transnationalize the Kurdish movement.
